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DETAILED ACTION 

Specification 
Claim Objections 

The claims are objected to because of tine following informalities: 
Dependent claims should read " The " instead of "A". 
Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
states. 

Claims 17-18 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Chupka et al. ("Chupka")(US 4,410,424). 

Chupka (Fig. 1-4) teaches a screen cylinder for cleaning or screening fiber pulp, 
comprising: 

a plurality of ring-shaped support rods (66, 52, 60), each support rod defining an 
axis extending therethrough and the support rods being arranged in spaced-apart 
relation such that the axes thereof are coaxially disposed to define a screen 
cylinder axis; 

a plurality of longitudinally-extending screen wires (56 shown inside rods) 
fastened at lateral intervals to the support rods such that the screen wires cooperate 
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with the support rods to form a cylindrical screen surface of the screen cylinder, the 
screen surface having opposed ends, with at least one of the support rods being 
disposed about one of the ends of the screen surface (near 66); and 

an end ring mounted to the at least one of the support rods closest to one of the 
ends of the screen surface (62 with weld joint shown near 66; col. 5 teaching welding of 
rings). Further, the claimed steps of shrink fitting the end ring to the ring-shaped 
support rods relate to a method of making the screen rather than the actual screen 
device. Examiner advises applicant that mixing statutory classes of invention may lead 
to indefiniteness during claim interpretation, thus Examiner seeks clarification on the 
type of claim Applicant has created. See MPEP 2173.05(p). Further, the method steps 
in these claims resemble product-by-process limitations and have been treated as such. 
That is, the limitations relating to how the screen is formed would not be expected to 
impart distinctive characteristics to the screen device and, moreover, when there is a 
substantially similar product, as in the applied prior art, the burden of proof is shifted to 
the applicant to establish that their product is patentably distinct. See In re Marosi, 218 
USPQ 289, 292 (Fed. Cir. 1983); MPEP 716.01 (establishing that a statement or 
argument by the attorney is not factual evidence). Thus, these claims can be regarded 
as anticipated by the applied prior art, and the burden of proof is shifted to Applicant, 
not the Examiner, to show that the process of making renders the claims patentably 
distinct. See In re Brown, 173 USPQ 685 and In re Fessmann, 180 USPQ 324. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 2, 5, 7-10, 13, 15-16 and 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Chupka in view of Schabel et al. ("Schabel")(US 6,056,126), 
Lange (US 5,094,360), and Mickelat et al. ("Mickelat")(US 6,579,458). 

Chupka as set forth above teaches all that is claimed except for expressly 
teaching mounting an end ring to the at least one of the support rods closest to one of 
the ends of the screen surface such that at least a portion of an inner circumference of 
the end ring forms the shrink fit with an inner/outer circumference of the at least one of 
the support rods or having the screen wires disposed outside the ring-shaped support 
rods to form the cylindrical screen surface outside the ring-shaped support rods, 
whereby a force resulting from the shrink fit is directed substantially perpendicularly to 
the screen cylinder axis, and acting between the end ring and the at least one of the 
support rods, secures the screen cylinder surface in substantially immobile relation 
relative to the end ring via the at least one of the support rods, wherein the end ring 
defines at least one hole extending radially through the end ring toward the at least one 
of the support rods, and the method further comprises engaging a locking element with 
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the at least one hole such that the locking element secures the end ring and the at least 
one of the support rods together. These features, however, are well-known in the 
sorting arts. For instance, Schabel expressly teaches that it is known to use thermal 
shrink fitting when attaching the cover elements to protect the screen elements from 
vibrations (col. 2, In. 40-68; see also Lange, col. 5, In. 58 et seq. teaching that end rings 
may be shrink fitted to the end faces of the screen basket). It logically follows that one 
with skill in the art would know to shrink fit the cover and rod configuration of Chupka to 
protect against vibrations. Schabel also teaches a locking element with one hole (Fig. 
2, 5; col. 5 teaching screw connection for adjustability; see also Mickelat, Fig. 10 near 
46; col. 10 teaching releasable connection of cover elements with pin) and that the 
screen wires may be placed either on the inside or outside as a matter of design choice 
(Fig. 3, 4; col. 6). It would thus be obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art to modify 
the base reference with these prior art teachings to arrive at the claimed invention. The 
rationale for this obviousness determination can be found in the prior art itself as cited 
above. Further, the modifications to arrive at the claimed invention would merely 
involve the substitution/addition of well-known elements with no change in their 
respective functions (i.e., substitution of shrink fit or addition of connecting hole-pins). 
Moreover, the use of prior art elements according to their known functions is a 
predictable variation that would yield predictable results, and thus cannot be regarded 
as a non-obvious modification when the modification is already commonly implemented 
in the prior art. See MPEP 2143. Further, the prior art discussed and cited 
demonstrates the level of sophistication of one with ordinary skill in the art and that 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/569,01 1 Page 6 

Art Unit: 3653 

these modifications would be well within this skill level. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to 
modify the invention of Chupka for the reasons set forth above. 

Claims 3-4, 6, 11-12 and 14 and rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Chupka in view of Schabel et al. ("Schabel")(US 6,056,126), Lange 
(US 5,094,360), and Mickelat et al. ("Mickelat")(US 6,579,458) as applied to the claims 
above, and further in view of Frejborg et al. ("Frejborg")(US 5,200,072). 

Chupka et al. as set forth above teach all that Is claimed except for expressly 
teaching the specific method steps involved in shrink fitting such as forming the shrink fit 
between the end ring and the at least one of the support rods by: at least one of radially 
expanding the end ring and radially contracting the at least one of the support rods; 
mounting the end ring to the at least one of the support rods such that at least a portion 
of the inner circumference of the end ring surrounds the outer circumference of the at 
least one of the support rods; and at least one of radially contracting the end ring and 
radially expanding the at least one of the support rods so as to form the shrink fit 
therebetween, wherein radially expanding the end ring further comprises heating the 
end ring, and radially contracting the end ring further comprises at least one of cooling 
the end ring and allowing the end ring to cool. Here, it is noted that Chupka et al. 
already teach that the process of thermal shrink fitting is well known in the screening 
arts. Frejborg further teaches that shrink fitting is known to involve the thermal 
expansion and then cooling of a specific element to provide a secure fit (col. 5, 9). 
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It would thus be obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art to modify the prior art 
references with these specific teachings regarding shrink fitting to arrive at the claimed 
invention. The rationale for this obviousness determination can be found from an 
analysis of the prior art teachings that teaches that the modification to arrive at the 
claimed invention would merely involve the substitution/addition of well-known elements 
with no change in their respective functions (i.e., addition of specific shrink fitting steps). 
Moreover, the use of prior art elements according to their known functions is a 
predictable variation that would yield predictable results, and thus cannot be regarded 
as a non-obvious modification when the modification is already commonly implemented 
in the prior art. See MPEP 2143. Further, the prior art discussed and cited 
demonstrates the level of sophistication of one with ordinary skill in the art and that 
these modifications would be well within this skill level. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to 
modify the invention of Chupka et al. for the reasons set forth above. 



Conclusion 

Any references not explicitly discussed above but made of record are considered 
relevant to the prosecution of the instant application. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joseph C Rodriguez whose telephone number is 571- 
272-6942 (M-F, 9 am - 6 pm, EST). The Supervisory Examiner is Patrick Mackey, 571- 
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272-6916. The Official fax phone number for the organization where this application or 
proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

The examiner's UNOFFICIAL Personal fax number is 571-273-6942. 

Further, information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. 

Status information for published applications may be obtained from either Private 
PMR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available 
through Private PMR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see 
http://pair-direct.uspto.qov 

Should you have questions on access to the Private PMR system, contact the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (Toll Free). 

/Joseph C Rodriguez/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3653 

Jcr 

March 17, 2008 



